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Commenton the proposed designation of Risomurex mosquitensis Kemperman &
Coomans, 1984 as the type species of Risomurex Olsson & McGinty, 1958 (MoUusca,

Gastropoda)

(Case 2507; see BZN43: 191-192)

Emily H. Yokes

Department of Geology, Tulane University, NewOrleans, Louisiana 70118, U.S.A.

Roland Houart

Landen, Belgium

Weoppose this application by Kemperman & Coomans. Almost simultaneously

with the then pending application (which we mentioned), we (Yokes & Houart, 1986)

published a revision of the subgenus Risomurex. In this we pointed out (pp. 64, 66-68)

that R. mosquitensis Kemperman & Coomans, 1984 is a junior subjective synonym of

Ricinula deformis Reeve, 1846 (pi. 6, fig. 44) and of Sistrumferrugineum rubidum Dall,

1889; this is the taxon which was misidentified by Olsson & McGinty (1958) as Engina

schrammi Crosse, 1863 when designating the type species of Risomurex. Wenoted

(p. 76) also that E. schrammi is known only from the holotype, which is apparently a

specimen of Ricinula rosea Reeve, 1846 (pi. 6, fig. 46).

Weconsider that the designation of R. mosquitensis as the type species of Risomurex,

as proposed in BZN43: 191-192, is the least desirable of three choices. The valid name
of the species which was actually before Olsson & McGinty (1958) is Ricinula deformis

Reeve, 1846, and we propose that this be designated by the Commission as the type

species of Risomurex, by appropriate alterations to the proposals on BZN43: 191-192.
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Comments on the proposed conservation of Drepanites Mojsisovics, 1893 and

Hyphoplites Spath, 1922 (Mollusca, Cephalopoda)

(Case 2668; see BZN46: 19-21)

(1) C.W.Wright
Old Rectory, Seaborough, Beaminster, Dorset DT8 3QY, U.K.

1 . In this application Spamer & Bogan call for the Commission to suppress Drepa-

nites Benett, 1831 in order to conserve the generic names Drepanites Mojsisovics, 1893

and Hyphoplites Spath, 1922.
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2. Spamer & Bogan suggest, contrary to Wright & Wright ( 1 949, p. 48 1 ), that Benett

(1831) should be treated as an available publication. Despite what Spamer & Bogan

say, the fact that names used by Benett have appeared in the literature on Porifera,

Gastropoda and Bivalvia in no way affects the issue whether Benett (1831) is a publi-

cation.

3. As noted in para. 3 of the application, the introduction by Benett contains the

following passage: 'When this catalogue was first thought of, my geological friends

expressed a wish that it should be published separately; but considering it a thing of

mere local interest, I have preferred printing a few copies only for the acceptance of my
friends'. Of course copies were distributed widely —because she sent them to her

friends, plenty of them (I have J. de C. Sowerby's presentation copy). This does not

mean that Benett's perfectly clear statement should or could be denied, and the work

therefore does not satisfy Article 8a(l) [that 'it must be issued publicly for the purpose

of providing a permanent scientific record'].

4. It is absurd that the Commission should be asked, in the face of this clear

statement by Miss Benett, to rule that her A catalogue of the organic remains of the

county of Wilts, is an available work. If the Code means anything the proposals

(1), (2) and (7) on BZN 46: 20 are fundamentally wrong. Proposals (3) to (6)

would do no harm.

(2) P. K. Tubbs

Executive Secretary, International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature

In their application Spamer & Bogan do not claim that the Benett catalogue was

incontrovertibly published, but rather ask the Commission to rule that for nomencla-

tural purposes it should be treated as though it had been published. This is a procedure

that has been used by the Commission on a number of occasions to make available

works and names that were, originally, not published within the meaning of the

Code.

Despite Benett's evident pre-printing intention or expectation, it would appear

that more than 'a few' copies of the catalogue may have been circulated. It was

cited in Ferussac (1835), Bulletin Zoologique; in Agassiz (1842^6), Nomenclator

Zoologicus; in Bronn (1848), Index Palaeontologicus, and in Herrmannsen (1852),

Indicis Generum Malacozoorum. The catalogue contained about 70 new names, a

number of which were treated as available and valid in standard 19th century

monographs. If the catalogue were simply treated as unpublished and therefore

unavailable the status of these names would be doubtful, and also Drepanites

Mojsisovics could be rendered invalid by some use of the Benett name in the

period 1831-1893 (it is relevant here to note that the words '...and all uses of

that name prior to the publication of Drepanites Mojsisovics, 1893' should be

inserted in proposal (2)(a) on BZN 46: 20). Similar considerations apply to the

post-Benett names Hyphoplites Spath, 1922 and pseudofalcatus Semenow, 1899 (see

BZN 46: 20, paras. 7 and 8).

In effect, Spamer & Bogan are proposing that pragmatic considerations should

outweigh Miss Benett's statement of her modest plans for the distribution of her

catalogue.


